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Responses to Comment Set F2 – SCE’s Attachment A 

F2-1 SCE’s comments assert that the power flow modeling by ZGlobal is flawed.  In general, the 
EIS does not need to attempt to resolve the differences in opinion between SCE and ZGlobal 
on the adequacy of the Phased Build Alternative or the methodology of the analysis 
disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS.  The EIS includes a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 
decision makers with information which enables them to make a decision that takes account 
of environmental consequences.  The following individual responses aim to clarify how the 
technical study of the Phased Build Alternative is used and presented within the EIS. 

This comment identifies technical concerns related to the capabilities of the Phased Build 
Alternative’s 795 Aluminum Conductor Composite Reinforced (ACCR) conductors and the 
electrical properties of this type of conductor in the context of the system. 

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS confuses the conductor name plate capacity 
with maximum corridor transfer capability.  The EIS does not include any reference or use of 
the term “name plate” capacity.  The description of capabilities in Appendix 5, Section 4.4 
(Phased Build Alternative) focuses on whether the alternative could satisfy Basic Project 
Objective 1, to increase system deliverability.  The EIS clearly discloses that the Phased Build 
Alternative would have lower power flows and a lower corridor transfer capability than the 
Proposed Project (Appendix 5, Attachment 1 and Attachment 2), as noted in Response to 
Comment F1-8. 

The comment describes the results of the ZGlobal power flow modeling Case #6 (in EIS 
Appendix 5, Attachment 2) as illustrative of the electrical performance limitations of the 
Phased Build Alternative.  The comment points to this case and indicates that to determine 
the “actual flow” that can be carried on the West of Devers corridor would require a more 
complete set of power flow and dynamic stability analyses. 

In contrast with the assertion made by the comment, the ZGlobal analysis does include a 
thorough power flow analysis and voltage analysis.  The analysis does not include a dynamic 
stability analysis, which would generally be warranted if power flow analysis shows major 
overloads and significant voltage violations in the area under study.  The power flow analysis 
represents a first level screening tool that determines whether a dynamic stability analysis 
would be needed or not.  Because Case #3 of the modeling did not indicate major problems 
in the system with the 795 ACCR conductor, ZGlobal did not perform additional dynamic 
stability analysis.  The limitations described in this comment are from SCE’s review of 
Case #6, although the power flow modeling conclusion for Case #6 notes that the Phased 
Build Alternative is not technically feasible in this scenario (EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, 
p. 12). 

The comment discusses the Surge Impedance Loading (SIL) capabilities of the 795 ACCR con-
ductors compared with the Proposed Project conductors, which would allow greater SIL.  In 
contrast with other properties specified during transmission system planning, SCE notes this 
is one technical factor normally considered during the process of transmission line design.  
The SIL capabilities indicate how a particular conductor absorbs reactive power, or mega-
volt-amps reactive (MVAR) power, which can lead to a decrease in system voltages and an 
increase in the potential for system voltage instabilities.  Any given conductor will consume 
reactive power when loaded above SIL, but reactive power losses can be compensated by 
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using available capability within generators, capacitors, or other means of compensation, 
and if necessary, by adding new reactive power devices. 

Technical review by ZGlobal indicates that the MVARs consumed by the four circuits of the 
West of Devers corridor using 795 ACCR conductor would be as follows: 

 Devers-Vista    72 MVARs 

 Devers–San Bernardino   49 MVARs 

 Devers–El Casco–San Bernardino  50 MVARs 

 Devers-TOT185HS-Vista   72 MVARs 

 Total:     243 MVARs 

This means that the total of 570 MVARs mentioned in SCE comment regarding the Phased 
Build Alternative may be an overstatement of these losses. 

The comment concludes by stating that reactive power losses and the higher impedance of 
the 795 ACCR conductors when compared with the Proposed Project conductors would 
expedite the potential for future system upgrades becoming necessary.  This is not an indi-
cation of infeasibility.  Instead, the comment reflects SCE’s view that the Phased Build Alter-
native would not satisfy system needs.  See General Response GR-1 on the level of project 
need. 

Also see previous individual responses (including Responses to Comments F1-10 through 
F1-15) that discuss the conclusion made in the Draft EIR/EIS that the Phased Build 
Alternative is “potentially feasible” and eligible for consideration within an EIS.  Additionally, 
Responses to Comments F1-6, F1-7, and F1-8 address the performance of the Phased Build 
Alternative in the various power flow modeling cases. 

F2-2 The comment states that the methodology of system reliability studies has been misapplied 
as a means of determining deliverability.  Response to Comment F1-8 provides details on 
how the 2024 Reliability Base Case is used within the EIS, and how the EIS focuses on 
determining whether the alternative is feasible. 

In conjunction with the statement that the use of the 2024 Reliability Base Case is flawed, 
the comment notes that a deliverability analysis would need to prepared in a manner 
consistent with the CAISO’s deliverability study methodology.  This comment is raised 
elsewhere, and Response to Comment F1-8 clarifies how additional information would be 
needed to determine the actual level of generation deliverability, in MW, provided by the 
Phased Build Alternative.  Additionally, General Response GR-2 notes that the power flow 
analysis in the EIS does not include a formal study of deliverability.  Instead, given NEPA 
requirements for alternatives, the EIS focuses on determining whether the alternatives are 
feasible. 

The CAISO comments on the Draft EIR/EIS (Comment B9-8) indicate CAISO’s intent to 
conduct a comparative analysis of project alternatives using the CAISO’s deliverability study 
methodology, and CAISO intends to present its results in testimony in the CPUC general 
proceeding (A.13-10-020). 
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Additional discussion in General Response GR-2 and other individual responses to SCE com-
ments clarify how the Phased Build Alternative would be a potentially feasible means of 
satisfying most or all of the objectives. 

F2-3 SCE’s comment states that the ZGlobal power flow modeling did not demonstrate an 
increase in system deliverability by at least 2,200 MW, as set forth in Basic Project 
Objective 1.  See General Response GR-2 on the ability of the Phased Build Alternative to 
satisfy Basic Project Objective 1.  General Response GR-2 also notes that the power flow 
analysis in the EIS does not include a formal study of deliverability. 

The comment correctly notes that the 2024 Reliability Base Case and power flow analysis 
Case #3 includes generation producing 1,387 MW at Red Bluff and Colorado River 
Substations (details in Table A4 of EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p. 21).  This level of online 
power generated is a representation of 3,853 MW of installed renewable resource capacity 
at these interconnection points accounting for the 36 percent capacity factor of the case.  
Although the SCE comment disagrees with the level of generation modeled, the comment 
does not contradict the EIS conclusion that the Phased Build Alternative satisfies the level of 
generation modeled with the Reliability Base Case in modeling Case #3 (EIS Appendix 5, 
Attachment 2, p. 10).  The power flow analysis of Case #3 also includes the import of 
1,400 MW from IID. 

The comment claims that incorrect generation levels are used in the power flow modeling.  
All generation assumptions within the CAISO’s Cluster 7, Phase I, 2019 base case and the 
2024 Reliability Base Case were unchanged from what was available on the CAISO’s website 
(as disclosed in the EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p. 7), and these were the most up-to-date 
base cases available on the CAISO’s secure website at the time that the Draft EIR/EIS was 
prepared.  The scenarios were selected prior to the availability of Cluster 8 case data; 
however, while conditions have changed and will continue to change, the EIS accurately 
recognizes that the interconnection queue changes often 

Responses to Comments F1-6, F1-7, and F1-8 address the performance of the Phased Build 
Alternative in the various power flow modeling cases. 

F2-4 The comment states that a greater level of generation requires the Proposed Project than 
the levels tabulated by the power flow modeling report.  The values that lead to 1,881 MW 
of generation, as a subset of those identified in the CAISO response to the data request, are 
shown in EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p.6.  See General Responses GR-1 and GR-2 
regarding need. 

F2-5 The comment states that the discussion of the interconnection queue that appears in the 
power flow modeling report does not apply to the Proposed Project.  The system-wide data 
presented in EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p.6 are not disputed by the comment, which 
focuses on projects occurring within specific corridors.  The data in the EIS are illustrative of 
the potential for generation projects to withdraw, and no further clarifications are 
necessary. 

F2-6 The comment asserts that the Phased Build Alternative would fail to fulfill the EIS Basic 
Project Objective 2.  General Response GR-3 provides further information on the ability of 
the Phased Build Alternative to satisfy Basic Project Objective 2.  General Response GR-3 
also discusses the renewable energy portfolios as they relate to the Proposed Project and 
the alternative. 
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The comment also restates SCE’s opinion that the Proposed Project should “maximize the 
corridor capacity.”  This contrasts with SCE’s stated Project Objective to “maximize the use 
of the existing transmission line rights-of-way,” which is interpreted as EIS Basic Project 
Objective 3 to maximize the availability of remaining space in the corridor.  General 
Response GR-2 notes that the objectives listed by SCE in its PEA for the Proposed Project 
included no minimum generation level goals or a minimum targeted capability for the 
corridor. 

F2-7 The comment asserts that the Phased Build Alternative would fail to meet the EIS Basic 
Project Objective 3.  The EIS assesses the goal of maintaining adequate space within the 
corridor in the consideration of Basic Project Objective 3, and Basic Project Objective 3 is 
qualitative in nature.  General Response GR-2 also provides a discussion of the agency-
specific Basic Project Objectives. 

The analysis in the EIS (Appendix 5, Section 4.4, p. Ap.5-54) shows that sufficient space 
would remain available for expansion, while recognizing that less space would be available 
under the alternative.  Consideration of the programs, including Desert Renewable Energy 
Conservation Plan (“DRECP”), the BLM Solar Programmatic EIS (PEIS), and the CPUC’s Long 
Term Procurement Planning process (LTPP), that drive the need to add future transmission 
in the corridor appears throughout the EIS, notably in the cumulative scenario (Section 
E.2.3.1, Background). 

The comment clarifies SCE’s proposal to “maximize the capacity” of the upgrades within the 
corridor.  However, this goal is different from the second of SCE’s six project objectives, 
which is to “maximize the use of existing transmission line rights-of-way to the extent 
practicable.”  The EIS reflects the goal that increasing the capacity of the WOD transmission 
lines directly improves the ability for numerous renewable generation projects to 
interconnect (EIS, Section A.2.3).  Accordingly, and consistent with the Garamendi Principles, 
Basic Project Objective 3 reflects the aim to be prudent in the use of land within the existing 
transmission corridor and to allow adequate space within the ROW for future transmission 
expansion (Section A.2.3).  Response to Comment F1-13 addresses SCE’s argument to 
maximize the size of the project now in light of the opinion that at some future date, a need 
for additional transmission is likely to arise. 

F2-8 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS dismisses SCE’s stated objectives and that the 
Phased Build Alternative would not fulfill SCE’s purpose and need.  The comment shows 11 
bullet points regarding purpose and 5 bullet points regarding purpose and need, that all 
expand on the concepts originally presented by SCE to support the purpose of the Proposed 
Project (EIS Section A.2.1.1, SCE’s Project Purpose and Need).  The EIS analysis reflects SCE’s 
PEA, which defined six project objectives (EIS Section A.2.1).  General Response GR-2 
(Agency-defined Basic Project Objectives) clarifies how SCE’s original objectives were 
retained as agency-defined Basic Project Objectives.  See also General Response GR-1 on the 
level of project need 

F2-9 The comment asserts that the Phased Build Alternative would trigger additional 
transmission system upgrades, including capacitor banks to provide reactive power support 
(in terms of MVAR).  The comment identifies the implementation of a remedial action 
scheme (RAS) and additional reactive support features that would only be added to the 
corridor in response to excessive levels of generation, should the additional generation be 
developed. 
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Response to Comment F1-6 shows how these features were found to be needed in the 
ZGlobal analysis of Case #6, although the power flow modeling conclusion for Case #6 notes 
that the Phased Build Alternative is not technically feasible in this scenario (EIS Appendix 5, 
Attachment 2, p. 12).  See also General Response GR-4 (Analysis of Potential Future 
Construction under the Phased Build Alternative). 

F2-10 The comment reviews and lists the generation projects that have requested deliverability.  
The comment states that the Phased Build Alternative would limit the ability to provide 
deliverability.  SCE also claims that the Proposed Project is a critical project and that the 
Phased Build Alternative would create an impediment in achieving RPS goals, including a 
higher 50 % RPS in Senate Bill 350 (2015).  The comment restates the position that a high 
level of generation requires the Proposed Project.  See General Responses GR-1 and GR-2 
regarding need. 

General Response GR-3 (Renewable Energy Accommodated by the Phased Build Alternative) 
provides further information on the ability of the Phased Build Alternative to satisfy Basic 
Project Objective 2, regarding facilitating renewable energy, and General Response GR-3 
discusses the use of RPS portfolios from the transmission planning process in evaluating 
project-level need.  General Response GR-3 also includes a discussion of achieving 
California’s future renewable energy goals in light of Senate Bill 350 (2015). 

See also Response to Comment F1-9 and Response to Comment B9-3. 

F2-11 The comment describes higher power losses that are a function of conductor resistance and 
that would be greater with the Phased Build Alternative than with the Proposed Project.  
This topic is addressed in Responses to Comments B9-4 and B9-11. 

F2-12 The comment identifies potential implementation of a remedial action scheme (RAS) and 
additional reactive support that may be needed with the Phased Build Alternative, and the 
comment characterizes these elements as adding operational complexity. 

The potential need for these operational elements and the resulting level of operational 
complexity, are addressed in Response to Comment F1-6, which notes how these features 
were found to be needed in the ZGlobal analysis of Case #6, although the power flow 
modeling conclusion for Case #6 notes that the Phased Build Alternative is not technically 
feasible in this scenario (EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p. 12). 

F2-13 The comment indicates that the Phased Build Alternative would require an additional two 
years before SCE could put it into service, and that upstream development of generation 
projects could be delayed or postponed and some projects could fail.  The EIS provides pre-
liminary information regarding the scheduling of the alternative, for the limited purpose of 
assessing whether it would be eligible for consideration as an alternative to the Proposed 
Project.  See also Response to Comment F1-20 for information on the potential for the alter-
native to result in a delay to SCE’s anticipated in-service date. 
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